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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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Status 
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2a)£3 This action is FINAL. 2b)Q This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) ^ Claim(s) 1-9.18-31 and 40-44 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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Application Papers 
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Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 
1 . This is in response to Applicant(s) arguments submitted on 3/29/2007. 

The following is the current status of claim(s): 

Claims 10-17 and 32-39 have been withdrawn. 

Claims 1-9, 18-31 and 40-44 remain pending for examination. 

Information Disclosure Statement 
The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 5/15/2007. The submission is in 
compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .97. Accordingly, the information disclosure statement is being 
considered by the examiner. 

Applicant's arguments filed 3/29/2007 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive for 
the following reasons section I (rejection maintained and repeated below) and section II (response to 
argument). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

I. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-6, 18-28 and 40-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No. in 6,272,503 issued to Bridge, Jr. et al., ("Bridge"). 
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As per claim 1, Bridge discloses "a method for automatically provisioning data in a distributed 
database system" (i.e., automatically importing (transporting) to target database; see col. 14, lines 2-26), 
the method comprising toe computer-implemented steps: 

"a database server causing a tablespace to be transported from a first file system to a second file 
system" (i.e., transferring tablespace between two databases; see col. 9, lines 41-50); and 
"after transporting said tablespace to said second file system, said database server importing said 
tablespace into a local database managed by said database server" (i.e., transferring tablespace from 
source database to target database; see col. 9, lines 44-50 and Fig. 12a). 

As per claim 2, Bridge discloses u a database server causing a tablespace to be transported and 
the step of said database server importing said tablespace are both performed in response to invocation 
of a routine" (see col. 9, lines 46-50). 

As per claim 3, Bridge discloses "said routine is written in code that conforms to a database 
language and that may be executed by a database server" (i.e., executing by processor instructions; see 
col. 5, lines 32-39). 

As per claim 4, Bridge discloses "importing includes attaching said tablespace to said local 
database" (see col. 9, lines 44-46). 

As per claim 5, Bridge discloses "the tablespace is attached to another database before and 
during performance of the step of said database server causing a tablespace to be transported" (see col. 
10, lines 16-21). 

As per claim 6, Bridge discloses "the tablespace is offline before and during performance of the 
step of said database server causing a tablespace to be transported" (see col. 10, lines 21-21). 
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As per claim 18, in addition to claim 1, Bridge further discloses "wherein said set of one or more 
files store data for a database" (i.e., collecting one or more datafile; see col. 9, lines 23-24). 

As per claim 19, the limitations of claim 19 are similar to claim 4, therefore, the limitations of claim 
19 are rejected in the analysis of claim 4, and this claim is rejected on that basis. 

As per claim 20, in addition to claim 1, Bridge further discloses "metadata describing database 
objects and commands for inserting data into the database objects, wherein the step of provisioning 
includes importing said database data into said database by executing commands" (see col. 3, lines 25- 
34). 

As per claim 21, in addition to claim 1, Bridge further discloses "said set of one or more files 
includes backup files created by a recovery manager, wherein the step of provisioning includes causing 
said recovery manager to create said database managed by said database server from said backup files" 
(see col. 6, line 64 to col. 7, line 5). 

As per claim 22, in addition to claim 1, Bridge further discloses "an archive log stores data 
recording changes to said database made after creating the backup files, wherein the step of provisioning 
further includes changing said database to reflect changes recorded in said archive log" (see col. 6, line 
64 to col. 7, line 5). 

As per claim 23, in addition to claim 1, Bridge further discloses "a computer-readable medium 
carrying one or more sequences of instructions which, when executed by one or more processors, 
causes the one or more processors to perform the method" (i.e., instructions which, when executed by 
one or more processors; see col. 5, lines 5-11). 
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As per claims 24-28 and 40-44, the limitations of claims 24-28 and 40-44 are computer-readable 
medium carrying one or more sequences of instructions, which are similar to the method claims 1-9 and 
23, therefore, the limitations of claims 24-28 and 40-44 are rejected in the analysis of claims 1-9 and 23, 
and these claims are rejected on that basis. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of 
this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter 
as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 7-9 and 29-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over of U.S. 
Patent No. in 6,272,503 issued to Bridge, Jr. et al., ("Bridge") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,859,768 issued 
to 5,758,345 issued to Wang, ("Wang"). 

As per claim 7, Bridge discloses "importing the tablespace includes attaching a copy of the 
tablespace, wherein the copy is different than said tablespace" (i.e., importing and copying to target 
database system; see col. 13, lines 48-55 and Fig. 13a and 13b). 

Bridge fails to explicitly disclose said database server provisions a synchronization mechanism 
that applies changes made to the tablespace to the copy. However, Wang discloses said database server 
provisions a synchronization mechanism that applies changes made to the tablespace to the copy (see 
Wang col. 14, line 59 to col. 15, Iine10). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the method of Bridge by database server provisions a 
synchronization mechanism that applies changes made to the tablespace to the copy as disclosed by 
Wang (see Wang col. 14, lines 59-66). Such a modification would allow the method of Bridge to provide a 
method which is portable among different database vendors, therefore, improving the reliability of 
automatic and dynamic of provisioning of databases. 
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As per claims 8 and 9, the limitations of claims 8 and 9 are similar to claim 7, therefore, the 
limitations of claims 8 and 9 are rejected in the analysis of claim 7, and these claims are rejected on that 
basis. 

As per claims 29-31, the limitations of claims 29-31 are computer-readable medium carrying one 
or more sequences of instructions, which are similar to the method claims 1-9 and 23, therefore, the 
limitations of claims 29-31 are rejected in the analysis of claims 1-9 and 23, and these claims are rejected 
on that basis. 
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Response to Applicant' Remarks 

II. Objection - Duplicate Claim: 

Applicant's arguments, page 10, paragraph 3, (section: Objection - Claim), with respect to the 
objections of claims 1 and 18, have been fully considered and are persuasive. Thus, the objections of 
claims have been withdrawn. 

Rejection under 35 U.S. 101: 

Applicant stated, page 11, paragraph 3, that "Claim 1 requires importing said tablespace into a 
local database managed by said database server. A database, to which data has been imported, and 
which is managed by a database server, is clearly a useful and tangible thing; Therefore, claim 1 requires 
a useful and tangible result; for similar reasons, claim 18 requires a useful and tangible result." Thus, 
arguments are persuasive. Therefore, the 35 U.S. 101 rejection of claims has been withdrawn. 

Rejection based on 35 U.S. 102: 

In response to applicant's arguments, page 12, paragraph 1, that the references fail to show 
certain features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., 
transporting a database server that imports a tablespace into a local database managed by the database 
server) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Claim 1, however, requires: transporting a table space 
from first file system to second file system. 

Rejection based on 35 U.S. 103: 

In response to applicant's arguments, page 13, last three paragraphs, section (rejections based 
on 35 USC 103), against the references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking 
references individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 
642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 
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Further, the examiner's conclusion of obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it 
must be recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based 
upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was within the level 
of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned 
only from the applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 
1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). In this case, the claimed "synchronization mechanism" is not defined 
in any way to remove the reference from reading upon the claims. Wang discloses said database server 
provisions a synchronization mechanism that applies changes made to the tablespace to the copy (see 
Wang col. 14, line 59 to col. 15, Iine10). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the method of Bridge by database server provisions a 
synchronization mechanism that applies changes made to the tablespace to the copy as disclosed by 
Wang (see Wang col. 14, lines 59-66). Such a modification would allow the method of Bridge to provide a 
method which is portable among different database vendors, therefore, improving the reliability and the 
accuracy of the automatic and dynamic of provisioning of databases. 

In response to applicant's arguments, page 14, paragraph 3, "Wang and Bridge, alone or in 
combination, fail to teach features of claim 7, and therefore fail to teach all the features of claim 7." The 
examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings 
of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation 
to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 
958 F.2d347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Bridge discloses "a method for 
automatically provisioning data in a distributed database system" (i.e., automatically importing 
(transporting) to target database; see col. 14, lines 2-26), the method comprising the steps: 

"a database server causing a tablespace to be transported from a first file system to a second file 
system" (i.e., transferring tablespace between two databases; see col. 9, lines 41-50); and 
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"after transporting said tablespace to said second file system, said database server importing said 
tablespace into a local database managed by said database server" (i.e., transferring tablespace from 
source database to target database; see col. 9, lines 44-50 and Fig. 12a). 

Furthermore, Bridge discloses a set of tablespaces forming a partition of and containing the set of 
datafiles; see col. 3, lines 43-45. 

Wherein, tablespace-relative disk pointers also facilitate the transfer of a group of datafiles within 
a tablespace without having to patch the disk pointers; see col. 7, lines 26-29. 

Transferring data between two databases has two phases, a user a set of tablespaces, 
containing the desired data, from a source database. The database system gets a specification of the 
tablespaces to be transferred, received the name of an export or import file from the user; see col. 9, lines 
35-46. 

Wang discloses a database from a logical design across several nodes of a distributed processor 
system; col. 1, 10-12. Further, Wang discloses a tablespace, which indicates datafiles associated with 
that tablespace are evenly spread across all nodes; see col. 8, lines 39-42. Therefore, the combination of 
Bridge and Wand discloses the claimed invention. 

In response to applicant's arguments, page 12, paragraph 1, "Importantly, the database server 
also causes the tablespace to be transported between a first and second file system." It is noted that, 
Bridge discloses transferring tablespace from source database to target database; see col. 9, lines 44-50 
and Fig. 12a. 

MPEP 2111: During patent examination, the pending claims must be "given the broadest 
reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification" Applicant always has the opportunity to amend 
the claims during prpsecussion and broad interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the 
claim, once issued, will be interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 162 USPQ 541,550-51 
(CCPA 1969). The court found that applicant was advocating ... the impermissible importation of subject 
matter from the specification into the claim. See also In re Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 1054-55, 44 USPQ2d 
1023, 1027-28 (Fed. Cir. 1997) (The court held that the PTO is not required, in the course of prosecution, 
to interpret claims in applications in the same manner as a court would interpret claims in an infringement 
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suit. Rather, the "PTO applies to verbiage of the proposed claims the broadest reasonable meaning of 
the words in their ordinary usage as they would be understood by one of ordinary skill in the art, taking 
into account whatever enlightenment by way of definition or otherwise that may be afforded by the written 
description contained in application's specification."). 

The broadest reasonable interpretation of the claims must also be consistent with the 
interpretation that those skilled in the art would reach. In re Cortright, 165 F.3d 1353, 1359, 49 USPQ2d 
1464, 1468 (Fed. Cir. 1999). 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the last Office Action was proper. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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CONTACT INFORMATION 



2. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 



be directed to JEAN B. FLEURANTIN whose telephone number is 571 - 272-4035. The examiner can 
normally be reached on 7:05 to 4:35. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
JOHN E BREENE can be reached on 571 - 272-4107. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Technology Center 2100 



June 14, 2007 



